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DETAILED ACTION 

1. In response to the communication dated 07/31/2006, claims 1-19 and 25-37 are pending 
in this application as the result of the cancellation of claims 20-24. 

2. • PCT/US04/30908 is a continuation of this application. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of matter, or 
any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the conditions and 
requirements of this title. 

3. Claims 1-19, and 25-37 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed invention 
is directed to non-statutory subject matter. 

As set forth in MPEP 21 06(II)A: 

Identify and understand Any Practical Application Asserted for the Invention The 
claimed invention as a whole must accomplish a practical application. That is, it must produce a 
"useful, concrete and tangible result." State Street, 149 F.3d at 1373, 47USPQ2d at 1601-02. The 
purpose of this requirement is to limit patent protection to inventions that possess a certain level 
of "real world" value, as opposed to subject matter that represents nothing more than an idea or 
concept, or is simply a starting point for future investigation or research (Brenner v. Manson, 383 
U.S. 519, 528-36, 148 USPQ 689, 693-96),' In re Ziegler, 992, F.2d 1 197, 1200-03, 26 USPQ2d 
1600, 1603-06 (Fed. Cir. 199334. Accordingly, a complete disclosure should contain some 
indication of the practical application for the claimed invention, i.e., why the applicant believes 
the claimed invention is useful. 
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Apart from the utility requirement of 35 U.S.C. 101, usefulness under the patent 
eligibility standard requires significant functionality to be present to satisfy the useful result 
aspect of the practical application requirement. See Arrhythmia, 958 F.2d at 1057, 22 USPQ2d at 
1036. Merely claiming nonfunctional descriptive material stored in a computer-readable medium 
does not make the invention eligible for patenting. For example, a claim directed to a word 
processing file stored on a disk may satisfy the utility requirement of 35 U.S.C. 101 since the 
information stored may have some "real world" value. However, the mere fact that the claim may 
satisfy the utility requirement of 35 U.S.C. 101 does not mean that a useful result is achieved 
under the practical application requirement. The claimed invention as a whole must produce a 
"useful, concrete and tangible" result to have a practical application. 

The claimed invention is subject to the test of State Street, 149 F.3d at 1373-74, 47 
USPQ2d at 1601-02. Specifically State Street sets forth that the claimed invention must produce 
a "useful, concrete and tangible result". The Interim Guidelines for Examination of Patent 
Applications for Patent Subject Maher Eligibility states in section IV C. 2 b. (2) (on page 21 in 
the PDF format): 

The tangible requirement does not necessarily mean that a claim must either be tied to a particular machine 
or apparatus or must operate to change articles or materials to a different state or thing. However, the 
tangible requirement does require that the claim must recite more than a §101 judicial exception, in that the 
process claim must set forth a practical application of that §101 judicial exception to produce a real-world 
result. Benson, 409 U.S. at 71-72, 175 USPQ at 676-77 (invention ineligible because had "no substantial 
practical application"). 
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In the present case, claimed invention (Claims 1-6, 13-18, and 26-37) recites a method of 
searching, navigating or retrieving one or more information objects in one or more electronic 
archives and including ranking the relevance of a node in a linked set of nodes comprising 
determining an authority weight, determining a hub weight and ranking the relevance based upon 
the authority weight and the hub weight which does not provide useful and tangible results. In 
order for the claim to be tangible, it must have real world value rather than being an abstract 
result. The claim contains software per se which is not tangible. Moreover, the claim lack of 
practical application such as lack of enablement factor. For example, the preamble of the claim 
recites searching, navigating or retrieving information objects, however, the body of the claim 
does not support what claimed in the preamble. The ranking step merely recites a calculation 
based on another calculations which does not satisfy the useful result aspect of the practical 
application requirement. 

In the present case, claimed invention (Claims 7-12, and 19), the claim recites a system 
for searching j navigating or retrieving one or more information objects in one or more electronic 
archives and including ranking the relevance of a node in a linked set of nodes comprising a 
calculator calculating authority weight and a hub weight which does not provide useful and 
tangible results. In order for the claim to be tangible, it must have real world value rather than 
being an abstract result. The claim contains software per se which is not tangible. Moreover, the 
claim does not satisfy the useful result aspect of the practical application requirement because it 
lacks of enablement factor. Merely recite a machine calculator doing math such as calculating of 
authority weight and hub weight within the intention ("for searching, navigating or retrieving", 
"for said node") does not make the claim one of the four statutory categories. Claim 19 further 
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recites a relay module which is a program that not physically embodied on a computer readable 
storage medium. 

Claim 25 recites a computer program product, which is not physically embodied on a 
computer readable storage medium. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 
The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of making 
and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the art to which it 
pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall set forth the best mode 
contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

4. Claims 1-19, and 25-37 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as failing to 
comply with the enablement requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter which was not 
described in the specification in such a way as to enable one skilled in the art to which it pertains, 
or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and/or use the invention. 

Regarding claims 1-6, 13-18, and 26-37, the preamble of the claim recites searching, 
navigating or retrieving information objects, however, the body of the claim does not support 
what claimed in the preamble. The ranking step merely recites a calculation based on another 
calculations which does not satisfy the useful result aspect of the practical application 
requirement. 

Regarding claims 7-12, and 19, the claims merely recite a machine calculator doing math 
such as calculating of authority weight and hub weight within the intention ("for searching, 
navigating or retrieving", "for said node") which lacks of how the calculations was being used 
for searching, navigating or retrieving one or more information objects. 
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The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

5. Claims 1-19 and 26-37 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

Regarding claims 1 and 13, there are no steps given to arrive the method of searching, 
navigating or retrieving one ore more information objects in one ore more electronic archives 
and including ranking the relevance of a node in a linked set of nodes. The recitations in the 
body of the claim do not support the preamble. 

Regarding claims 1 and 4-6, these claims are incomplete for omitting essential structural 
cooperative relationships of elements. See MPEP § 2172.01. The omitted structural cooperative 
relationships are: Claims recite determining, selecting, displaying and ranking steps that are not 
related to each others. For example, how selecting a search term relates to the steps of ranking 
and displaying (Claims 1, 4-5). Moreover, the step of "displaying a ranking result" (claim 5) is 
incomplete because there are no steps given to arrive a ranking result thus no way to display a 
ranking result that is not generated. Claim 6 recites, "ranking the textual content of the node" 
which is incomplete as how the textual content of the node is ranked. 

Regarding claims 7, 11-12, 19 and 23-24, these claims are incomplete for omitting 
essential structural cooperative relationships of elements. See MPEP § 2172.01. The omitted 
structural cooperative relationships are: a calculator, a search term selection device, a display 
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and a textual content ranking mechanism are not connected to each other. The Examiner hardly 
figures out how these elements are being connected to support the ranking function. For 
example, how a search term selection device and a display contribute to the ranking function. 

Regarding claims 13 and 16-18, these claims are incomplete for omitting essential 
structural cooperative relationships of elements. See MPEP § 2172.01. The omitted structural 
cooperative relationships are: Claims recite determining, selecting and ranking steps that are not 
related to each others. For example, how the steps of determining a principal eigenvector of a 
matrix and selecting a search term relate to the step of ranking (Claims 13, 16-17). Moreover, 
claim 18 recites "ranking the textual content of the node" is incomplete as how the textual 
content of the node is ranked. 

Regarding claims 26, 29-32 and 35-37, these claims are incomplete for omitting essential 
structural cooperative relationships of elements. See MPEP § 2172.01. The omitted structural 
cooperative relationships are: means are not connected to each other as how these means are 
being related to support the ranking function. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 
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6. Claims 1, 4-7, 10-13, 16-19, 25-26, 29-32 and 35-37 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) 
as being unpatentable over Chakrabarti (US 6,356,899), in view of Maim (US 2005/0171946). 

Regarding claims 1 and 26, Chakrabarti/Maim discloses a computer-implemented method 
and a system of searching navigating or retrieving one ore more information objects in one 
ore more electronic archives and including ranking the relevance of a node in a linked set of 
nodes (See col. 8, lines 35-59 and col. 9, lines 59-64), comprising: 

• determining an authority weight for said node using a non-compound, non- 
normalized Forward operator (See col. 20, lines 30-45); and 

• determining a hub weight for said node using a non-compound, non-normalized 
Backward operator (See col. 20, lines 30-47), 

However, Chakrabarti/Maim is silent as to disclose said steps of determining being 
mathematically decoupled. On the other hand, Maim teaches determining an authority weight 
and determining a hub weight independently (See page 8, paragraph [0201] to [0205], Maim et 
al.). It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the . 
invention was made to determine the authority weight and hub weight independently. The 
motivation would have been to enhance the capability of ranking a document via two distinct 
weights or scores. 

Regarding claims 4, 16 and 29, Chakrabarti/Maim further discloses determining a 
principal eigenvector of a matrix (See col. 19, lines 27-29). 

Regarding claims 5, 17 and 30, Chakrabarti/Maim further discloses selecting a search 
term (See col. 25, line 51 to col. 26, lines 1-3); and displaying a ranking result (See Fig. 6). 
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Regarding claims 6, 18 and 31, Chakrabarti/Maim further discloses ranking the textual 
content of the node (See col. 19, lines 55-65). 

Regarding claims 7 and 19, Chakrabarti/Maim discloses system for ranking the relevance 

of a node in a linked set of nodes comprising: 

• a calculator configured to calculate an authority-like weight for said node and a 
hub-like weight for said node, using, respectively, a non-compound, non- 
normalized Forward operator and a non-compound, non-normalized Backward 
operator (See col. 20, lines 30-47), said calculations being mathematically 
decoupled as addressed above in claim 1. 

Chakrabarti/Maim also discloses a relay module connected to said calculator and configured to 

relay a corresponding calculated authority-like weight and hub-like weight to a display as per 

claim 19 (See Fig. 6). 

Regarding claim 10, Chakrabarti/Maim discloses said calculator comprising: 

a calculator configured to calculate a principal eigenvector of a matrix (See col. 19, lines 

27-29). 

Regarding claim 11, Chakrabarti/Maim further discloses a search term selection device 
(See col. 25, line 51 to col. 26, lines 1-3); and a display (See Fig. 6). 
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Regarding claim 12, Chakrabarti/Maim further discloses a textual content ranking 
mechanism (See col. 19, lines 55-65). 

Regarding claims 13 and 32, Chakrabarti/Maim disclose a method and a system for 
ranking the relevance of a node in a linked set of nodes, the improvement comprising: 

• means (See col. 6, lines 31-52) for determining one of an authority-like weight for 
said node using a non-compound, non-normalized Forward operator, and a hub- 
like weight for said node using a non-compound, non-normalized Backward 
operator (See col. 20, lines 30-47). 

Regarding claims 16 and 35, Chakrabarti/Maim further discloses means for determining a 
principal eigenvector of a matrix (See col. 19, lines 27-29). 

Regarding claims 17 and 36, Chakrabarti/Maim further discloses means for selecting a 
search term (See col. 25, line 51 to col. 26, lines 1-3). 

Regarding claim 18 and 37, Chakrabarti/Maim further discloses means for ranking the 
textual content of the node (See col. 19, lines 55-65). 

Regarding claim 25, Chakrabarti/Maim discloses a computer program product configured 
to host instructions corresponding to any one of the steps of Claims 1-6 and 13-18 (See col. 24, 
lines 19-65). 
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Conclusion 

7. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this 
Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). 
Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this 
final action. 

8. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Merilyn P Nguyen whose telephone number is 571-272-4026. 
The examiner can normally be reached on M-F: 8:30 - 5:00. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Don Wong can be reached on 571-272-1834. The fax phone numbers for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned are 571-273-8300 for regular 
communications and 703-746-7240 for After Final communications. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or proceeding 
should be directed to the receptionist whose telephone number is 703-305-3900. 
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